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Filed: August 20, 2001 Examiner: Jonathan P. Ouellette 
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ENCOURAGESiG INTEREST IN ATTENDING 

PRE- APPEAL BRIEF 

Commissioner for Patents 
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Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 

Applicant request review of the final rejection in the above-identified apphcation in view 
of the following remarks. 
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REMARKS 

L The Offices Rejection of Claims 1, 16, 18, 19 and 22 is improper for failing to 
provide a disclosure, teaching or suggestion for each of the features and lacking a proper 
motivation. 

1. Schillewaert does not disclose the features admitted not disclosed in Sanoff. 

The Office states "it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have included ...(e) preparing a mailing package for each 
candidate which includes an incentive to respond and a unique user name and password for 
accessing the survey form by the internet, as disclosed by Schillewaert" OA 12/1/06 item 7. 

Schillewaert does not disclose "preparing a mailing package for each candidate 
which includes an incentive to respond and a unique user name and password for accessing the 
survey form by the internet. Schillewaert provides an incentive to provide an identity after the 
survey is completed, thus not an incentive to (See Applicants response 3/1/07 pg 9-10, 12) and is 
devoid of any teaching of providing a unique user name and password as required by the claims. 
(See Applicant's response 3/1/07 pg. 9) 

The Office also states "it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to have included.. .a postage prepaid response card; and 
emailing each candidate from a named individual at an e-mail address which includes the name 
of the institution... as disclosed by Schillewaert" OA 12/1/06 item 12. 

Schillewaert does not disclose a postage prepaid response card or emailing each 
candidate from a named individual at an e-mail address which includes the name of the 
institution, and the Office has provided not basis for such a disclosure. (See Applicant's response 
3/1/07 pg. 10 
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2. The Office's own conclusion teaches against the combination of Schiilewaert 
to provide mailings. 

The Office states "The concepts described by Schiilewaert are intended to be an 
advancement on paper=based survey methods for purposes of increased const savings, 
convenience, and flexibihty. OA12/01/06 item 52 

The AppUcation of Schiilewaert to provide the use of mailings in combination 
with a web survey is improper See Applicants response 3/01/07 pg. 10. 

3. Thomas is not cited in the rejection. 

The Office's contention in item 48 OA 12/1/06 regarding Thomas as a teaching 
references is improper as Thomas is not recited against Claims 1, 16, 18, 19 and 22 (See 
Applicants Response 3/1/07 page 9) 

II. The Office's Rejection of Claim 2-6 and 8-15 is improper for failing to provide a 
disclosure, teaching or suggestion for each of the features. 

1. Thomas does not disclose the features admitted not disclosed in Sanoff. 

The Office Action States "it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to have included.. .e-maiUng each candidate firom a 
named individual at an e-mail address which includes the name of the institution ... as discloses 
by Thomas" OA 3/1/06 item 26. 

Nowhere does Thomas disclose or teach the above feature. Furthermore, the 
Office has provided not support for inherency of the claimed feature or a secondary reference 
including the claimed feature. See Applicant response 3/1/06 pp. 11, 13 
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III. The Office has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Applicants response 3/1/07 pp. 9-13 

IV. Conclusion 

The Applicant requests review of the Final Rejection and withdrawal of the 
rejections in view of the above comments and the Applicant's response of 3/1/07. 

Respectfully submitted, 



DUANE MORRIS LLP 
1667 K Street, N.W., Suite 700 
Washington, DC 20006 
Telephone: (202) 776-7800 
Telecopier: (202) 776-7801 

Date: June 1,2007 
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